
E000015895ORIGINAL
OPEN MILL lL\G ALil:._\l)A ITEM

September 28, 2021

Chairwoman Lea Marquez Mason
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Madam Chairwoman and distinguished membersoldte Commlsdon,

I write Io express my thoughts on the signillcant negative puhlc polcy and erwkonmental Implkatlons
of the Recommended Oplnlon and Order ('tOO') recently Mme In APS's 2019 Kate Case (Docket No. E~
0134SA.19-0236). what follows Is my personal and prolesslonal opinion. but I want to make it clear
that I havebeenretainedbyApstosh¥etnlopll\lollwl!i\!hocoll\ll\l$ilol'L

Adopting the ROO's reoommendatbn to Nina AP5's request to umm Its investment in pollution
controls would make future arrowemem d envlrorlllonlll laws against faclltles regulated by this
Commlsslon mud\ more dlfhclull for my successors at the Arlaona Department of Environmental Quallty
("AOEQ') and the federal snwuuwnsl Protection Agency ('£PA'). This Is not In the ues: Interest of
the State oIArlmna.ltsemlo¢.nent.or ltsdthens

ManexnMneed o poiq .hodthhUonaandbr thefederdgoyemment,Ihave
pm om 1lvouuweotm ¢m m ywm am u 1pmnwnnonlywhennnyhave
ngulotory certainty about those lnyestlnents. Fm deeply ooneerned that ttys too substantially
undermines anddarnagessuchnagulatoryoertalntylnnrlaongwlduserlousooruaquancestor the Stata's
environment.

Spedflcally, the llOO's treatment d Arlaona Pubs Seryloe Companfs ('APS") investments Into highly
effectlye pollution controls (Le., Selective Cat*tlc laductlon (°SCR") bf the Four Corners Power Plant
("4CPP"). whkh were absolutely necessary and nqulred by ledenl erwlronrnental law for the plant to
continue operating past 2016, should be rejected by this Cnmmlsslon. Glyen that continued legal
operation of the plant would have been lrnposslble washout the thee Nghly complex controls-a fact
that becameapparentwellbetoretheCornpanyaooulred Its lntenests ln unlts4 and Sof4CPP-APS
proceeded with ltskwestrnentslntotheseraontrolsalter tlulstlonurnlsslonsbned-offonthlsacqulsltlon
as being cost-eflectlye and prudent for ApS'salstomers. by boring this ney regulatory context, in
particular the legal mu uMMI0pmup¢adeltspo lut loncontro lsor beforoed to  dose In
20161, the ROO neachesa dedsionthatisbad for the dtizerts otklaona because It disnegards the good
faith lnyestments made by an electro utility jam new, cost-eflective tedmologles as agreed upon with
EPA and that undeniably reduced polutantemisslons. produdngdeanerelectridty and a deaner
environment.

'Pursuanttoanalmernatlve,morecost-efledyeandel*or.na1talyba\dldaloompllanoestrategyproposedby
Ars,mennalae=an¢fascnusuaau¢nnsmn»¢omuya1,zo1a
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ADEQ AND EPA aveitlence

I have had the distinct honor of being a long-time civil servant, sewing nearly 20 years at ADEQ in
various staff level and management positions relevant to this matter, including as the Air Quality
Enforcement Coordinator (1998-1999), as the ADEQ Enforcement Coordinator and manager of the Air
Quality Compliance and Enforcement Section (2003-2007), and ultimately as the agency's Director
(2010-2015). In addition, I sewed as the chief Operating Officer for the State of Arizona (2015-2017),
and the Chief Operating Officer (2017-2021), and Acting Deputy Administrator (2018-2019) of EPA. I
have the distinct honor of being the only ADEQ Director who joined the agency as a stafflevel employee
and worked in each of its three environmental program divisions, Air Quality, Water Quality and Waste
Programs. As a former environmental protection policymaker for both the State of Arizona and the
United States, as a trained engineer, and as an experienced government lawyer who personally resolved
dozens of environmental enforcement cases valued at tens of millions of dollars, I bring a unique
perspective to the ROO that Is now pending before this Commission.

After my 20 years of experience at ADEQ and EPA, I can attest that it is incredibly difficult for
environmental regulators to lucent companies to upgrade their pollution control devices. As a result,
and for the benefit of the environment, I firmly believe that companies who invest in pollution control
equipment should be afforded regulatory certainty when it comes to recovery of the associated costs.
Controls are often very expensive, with the costs impacting the company's position and pricing in the
marketplace. Moreover, pollution control upgrades often invoNe years of planning, design,
development, and construction before they can be put into servke. In my experience, companies
almost always expressed grave concerns about the impact of these costs on the affordability of their
product or the viability of their on-going operations. In return for these large expenses, companies
invariably and understandably seek certainty in outcome. As a regulator, my approach was to provide
companies with as much regulatory certainty as possible, especially when they agreed to expend
significant resources related to the environmental protection I was seeking. When disputes arose, I felt
lt was In the best interest of the State and its citizens to work collaboratively, balancing the impacts to
all parties involved. This would often lead to solutions that achieved faster and more significant
environmental benefits than protracted litigation. The court-sanctioned agreement between APS and
EPA regarding 4CPP is exactly this type of solution, which has been put at risk by the ROO.

REGULATORY BACKGROUND ON THE FOUR conucns seas

Given the regulatory requirements associated with the SCRs, lt is impossible to separate the continued
operation of Four Corners for APS customers-whkh the Commission has explicitly deemed prudent-
and the plant's SCRs. The plant and its pollution controls function together as a unified operation to
provide reliable service for APS customers.

The legal requirement to operate 4CPP only with SCRs equipped stems from the Clean Air Act's federal
Regional Haze program, which require sources like those at 4CPP to install 'best available retrofit
technology/' ("BART") to address the emission of pollutants, such as ozone precursors like oxides of
nitrogen ("NOx"), that 'contribute to the impairment of visibility/' within federally protected areas (e.g.,
National Parks). See 42 u.s.c. § 7491. For stationary sources like the 4CPP, BART compliance is an
inescapable legal requirement of the Clean Air Act and EPA's BART determinations are virtually never
overturned in court. In addition, SCR has become widely promoted by EPA as the BART technology for
visibility at power plants. In October 2010, EPA initially proposed that BART for 4CPP would require the



installation of SCRs on all five units of the plant by 2016;. See 75 Fed. Reg. 64,221 (Oct. 19, 2010). This
outcome, had it been finalized, would have been inaedibly costly for APS and its customers.

Based upon an alterative pollution control strategy developed by APS, EPA subsequently proposed to
find that BART compliance for 4CPP could be achieved by permanently retiring FCPP Units 1, 2, and 3 by
2014 and installing SCRs only on Units 4 and 5 by July 31, 2018. See 76 Fed. Reg. 10530 (Feb. 25, 2011).
Importantly, EPA recognized and based its new proposal on data submitted by APS showing that this
alternative approach would produce greater overall reductions in all forms of pollution, not just
visibility-impairing pollution-demonstrating significant reductions in ozone precursors, carbon
emissions, and water consumption and wastewater discharges. See id. at 10,S32. As a result, APS's
cooperation with EPA resulted in better environmental outcomes than EPA had originally proposed. As
someone who has been an environmental regulator for over 20 years, I can attest that this is
exceedingly rare.

By agreeing with EPA to greater overall pollution reductions, APS was able to avoid the significant costs
of litigation and the even more significant costs of installing SCR on three additional units. This was an
outstanding outcome for APS and its customers in Arizona, for EPA, and for the Navajo Nation
community where 4CPP operates. EPA finalized this course of action in an August 24, 2012 notice, see 77
Fed. Reg. 51,619 (Aug. 24, 2012). At the same time, APS resolved a pending lawsuit from various
environmental organizations that alleged violations of the Clean Air Act at 4CPP. see Case No. 1:11-cv-
00889-JB-SCY (D.N.M, Aug. 17, 2015). By agreeing to permanently retire 4CPP Units 1, 2, and 3 and to
install SCRs on 4CPP Units 4 and 5, APS was able to resolve EPA's legal action as documented in a court
approved Consent Decree, which was finalized and entered on August 17, 201s. This decree built upon
but not did not drastically change the BART requirements EPA finalized in 2012; instead, it further
reduced certain emission limits and advanced the deadline to install SCRs on one unit at 4CPP to March
31, 2018. As a result, APS's BART compliance strategy for 4CPP enabled EPA, and community
stakeholders to not only create fargreater environmental benefits than if EPA had acted alone, but to
also resolve a long~runnlng legal dispute at little to no additional cost to APS ratepayers. This is exactly
the type of outcome we should be celebrating and incenting in the name of creative environmental
protection, not criticizing long after the fact by refusing to allow the recovery costs for honoring one
side of the deal.

RECOMMENDATION

Dlsallowlng the recovery of the investments made in the 4CPP SCRs more than nine years after APS,
stakeholders, and EPA finalized a BART compliance strategy for 4CPP, six years after construction
started, and almost four years after the controls became been operational, pulls the rug out from a
collaboration that produced the best possible environmental outcome under the circumstances. Should
the R00 be finalized as it stands now, companies regulated by the Arizona Corporation Commlsslon will
be far less likely to engage in creative and collaborative problem sowing with environmental regulators
because they will be at risk of haying their investments in pollution control and cleanenergy
technologies second-guessed years after the fact.

While I was not directly involved with EPA's and APS's collaborative approach to addressing
environmental compliance at 4CPP, it reflects the kind of collaboration and problem-solying that
policymakers, including this Commission, should be supporting, rather than undermining, not only
because of the cost-savings it creates for ratepayers, but also because it produces better outcomes for
the environment. APS's decision to dose 4CPP Units 1, 2, and 3 early in 2013, in conjunction with EPA's



allowing additional time before SCRS would be needed on Units 4 and 5 (by July 31, 2018) has resulted in
the following:

Substantially reduced carbon emissions from the plant;
Elimination of the vast majority of all haze and ozone forming pollutants from the plant (e.g.,
reducing more than 26,000 tons of NOx and 6,500 tons of S02 emissions);
Significantly reduced toxk air pollutants, such as mercury; and
Drastically lowered water consumption and wastewater discharges.

These environmental benefits far exceeded those that would have resulted simply from EPA's initial
requirements to install SCRS on all hve units. At the same time, the plant was able to remain in
operation providing reliable electricity sewke for APS's customers, while also providing jobs and
revenue for the Navajo Nation. In my view, these are exactly the types of outcomes that ADEQ, EPA and
this Commission should be seeking for the citizens of Arizona.

By undermining these outcomes, lt Is my opinion that the R00 is not just inconsistent with longstanding
regulatory pradke, it is simply bad public policy. Accordingly, I strongly encourage the Commission to
restore cost recovery for APS's investments into the 4CPP SCRs.

Thank you for this opportunity to proWde my comments to the record.

Sincere

/
H R. Darwin
F mer coo and Actlng Deputy Admlnlstrator, United States Environmental Protectlon Agency
armer coo, State of Arizona

Former Director, Arizona Department of Environmental Quallty


